exchanges, however, this line of enquiry has yet to be specifically addressed. Additionally, 1 research is warranted that assesses these variables in a time-lagged design, so as to evaluate 2 whether this contagion occurs temporally. In other words, are coaches' well-and ill-being 3 associated with subsequent interpersonal behavior, which, in turn leads to changes in athlete (or 4 coach) well-and ill-being over the course of a training session?
5
The investigation of well-and ill-being contagion, in particular the transfer of emotion and 6 motivation, is not new, however, it has tended to be viewed as an automatic or direct process 
Summary and Hypotheses

4
The extant literature has yet to systematically address whether the transfer of well-and ill-5 being between dyad members is mediated by the interpersonal style of the authority figure within 6 the dyad; a void filled by the present study. Additionally, the current study is the first to consider 7 that bidirectional contagion processes may occur concurrently within a coach-athlete dyad. The 8 time-lagged design of the present research allows for the assessment of these processes, rather 9 than relying on a cross-sectional design.
10
In line with the literature discussed above, the present research considers two main 11 hypothesized processes. First, we propose that the degree of positive affect, negative affect, and 12 burnout reported by the coach at the beginning of the session will be associated with athletes' 13 perceptions of their coaches' autonomy supportive, controlling, and laissez-faire interpersonal 14 style during the training session, respectively. In turn, athletes' perceptions of each of the coach 15 interpersonal styles will be associated with changes in athletes' positive affect, negative affect,
16
and burnout from pre-to post-session. Our second hypothesized process proposes the reciprocal 17 contagion of positive affect, negative affect, and burnout from athletes at the beginning of the 18 session to changes in coaches at the end of the session, via the coaches' perceptions of their own 19 autonomy supportive, controlling, and laissez-faire behaviors, respectively. We hypothesized 20 that for both reciprocal processes, perceptions of coaches' interpersonal styles will mediate the 21 contagion of well-and ill-being.
Evidence exists for the independence of well-and ill-being constructs (e.g., Ryff, et al., well-being was associated with autonomy supportive but not controlling coaching, b) negative 7 affect was associated with control but not autonomy support, and c) burnout was not associated 8 with either style of coaching. These authors suggested that burnout might better predict a laissez-9 faire coaching style, a speculation that we wanted to explicitly test in the present research. As 10 such, we assume three independent processes and, therefore, test three separate models: a) the 11 contagion of positive affect through autonomy support, b) the contagion of negative affect 12 through control, and c) the contagion of burnout through a laissez faire style.
13
Method
14
Participants and Procedures
15
Participants comprised 82 coach-athlete dyads who had been working together for an 16 average of 2.70 (SD = 3.06; range 1-17) years, and who spent on average 9.09 (SD = 7.40; range took approximately five minutes to complete each time.
13
Measures
14
Positive and negative affect. Positive and negative affect were assessed using the nine 15 adjectives selected by Diener and Emmons (1984) . Coaches and athletes indicated the degree to 16 which they were currently experiencing positive ("Happy", "Enjoyment/Fun", "Pleased", and
17
"Joyful") and negative ("Unhappy", "Frustrated", "Angry/Hostile", "Worried/Anxious, and 18 "Depressed/Blue") affect on a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely).
19
Scores from these items demonstrated acceptable internal consistency and predictive validity in Burnout. Coaches' and athletes' levels of burnout were assessed using the 15-item Athlete including coaches' controlling use of rewards (e.g., "I only rewarded/praised my athlete to make 21 them train harder/My coach only rewarded/praised me to make me train harder"), negative 22 conditional regard (e.g., "I was less friendly with my athlete because they didn't make an effort to see things my way/My coach was less friendly with me because I didn't make an effort to see 1 things their way"), intimidation (e.g., "I intimidated my athlete into doing things I wanted/My 2 coach intimidated me into doing things they wanted"), and excessive personal control (e.g., "I 3 tried to interfere in aspects of my athlete's life outside sport/My coach tried to interfere in my 4 life outside of sport"). Participants were asked to consider the coaching in the current session, 5 and rate the degree to which they agreed with each of the items on a seven-point scale anchored 6 by 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). Previous research using CCBS items to assess Coach laissez-faire behaviors. Due to the non-existence of a measure assessing coach 10 laissez-faire behavior, a scale was created for the purpose of the current study, using theoretically 11 guided item development. In a preliminary validation study for this measure, 138 athletes who 12 were not included in the main analysis completed seven items that were based on a review of the "My coach hesitated to take action" was created. These items were scored on a seven-point scale 16 ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). In this validation sample, the scale 17 scores showed acceptable internal consistency α = .86) and factor structure: S-Bχ² (14) = 16.74, p 18 < .001; SRMR = .04; CFI = .98. Table 1 outlines the factor loadings and standard errors for each 19 of the seven items. In addition, athletes' perceptions of coach laissez faire behavior measured 20 using this scale were found to negatively predict athletes' perceptions of coach-athlete 21 relationship quality (b = -.64; p < .001), which is in line with theoretical proposals.
22
Results
Preliminary Analyses
1
No missing data were recorded in the present study. The means, standard deviations, and 2 Cronbach's alpha coefficients were calculated for variables at pre-and post-session (perceptions 3 of coach behaviors at post-session only) and are presented in Table 2 . Correlations between all 4 study variables are shown in Table 3 . All subscales demonstrated acceptable internal consistency 5 (α >.70), with the exception of athlete perceptions of coach laissez-faire behavior, which was 6 marginally acceptable (α = .67). 
APIMeM Models of Well-and Ill-Being Contagion
12
Three APIMeM models were constructed to examine the hypothesized processes of the 13 present research (see Figure 1 ). The models contain three pairs of variables; pre-session well-or to coach post-session well-/ill-being (c' P1 ).
10
Within the models we also controlled for lagged effects to discount the possibility that 11 well-and ill-being at the end of the session were merely a result of well-and ill-being at the 12 beginning of the session (c' A1, and c' A2 ). By doing so, we can establish whether contagion 13 processes are associated with changes in the outcome variables over the course of the session.
14
We also accounted for the possibility that each dyad member's well-or ill-being would be Table 4 . These speculations represent interesting avenues for further research.
Although the contagion of psychological health from athlete to coach was not supported, The results also highlight the importance of measuring both dyad members' prior levels of In addition, the current study assessed three independent models based on previous 5 literature; however, there may be some interrelations between variables included in different 6 models. For example, negative affect may be associated with a laissez-faire coaching style, and 7 burnout and negative affect may be correlated. We tested three distinct models in the hope of 8 maintaining clarity when describing relatively complex interpersonal processes, but these 9 interrelations would be interesting to test in forthcoming work.
10
Last, it is conceivable that such well-and ill-being contagion processes may be influenced 11 by the length of the relationship between dyad members, the regularity and intensity of their 
17
Conclusions
18
The present study is the first to systematically explore and provide insight into the dynamic Note. Acronyms in Table 3 
